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Abstract

It is well established that politically experienced candidates are electorally more successful

than “novices.” However, methodological challenges have prevented scholars from establish-

ing how much of this is attributable to voters who use political experience as a cue to infer

competence. Further, information about political experience may decrease the weight voters

place on other, less informative cues. I exploit in a natural quasi-experiment, the condition

that—in the 2015 Swiss national elections—information about candidates’ political experi-

ence on party ballots varied approximately at random. In line with cue-based accounts, I show

that political experience is most of an asset if it is mentioned on the ballot. Contrary to ex-

pectations, however, these cues do not crowd out group-membership cues such as those based

on a candidate’s migration background. The results from two original candidate choice survey

experiments, designed to measure causal processes, further corroborate these findings.

Keywords: Cognitive shortcuts, immigrant-origin candidates, political experience, quality candi-

dates, quasi-experiment, survey experiment, Switzerland, voter behavior



Introduction

A large body of research concurs that experienced (i.e. “quality”) candidates who have held prior

political office are more successful in elections than similar candidates without political experience

(Abramowitz 1988; Hall and Bonneau 2006; Jacobson 1989; Lublin 1994). Scholars have pointed

to various reasons to explain this relationship including more favorable personality traits, such as

charisma or eloquence, correlating with candidate experience; access to well-established political

networks; and finally, more positive media coverage or name recognition providing an advantage

(see, e.g., Hall and Bonneau 2006; Lazarus 2008; Squire 1989).

In this article, I ask if voters use candidates’ previous political experience as a cue to infer

information about competence and fitness for office. Prior work has not sufficiently distinguished

this mechanism from the range of other ways that political experience may influence vote choice

(see Atkeson and Hamel 2020, 62). The rationale behind this explanation is that simple cues about

candidates—e.g., their party, gender, profession, race, or as hypothesized in this article, political

experience—may serve as cognitive shortcuts (or heuristics) for voters allowing them to impute

candidate traits (e.g., Bisgaard and Slothuus 2018, 458; Campbell and Cowley 2014; Lupia and

McCubbins 1998; McDermott 1998; Popkin 1991).

If so, does the provision of information indicating the political experience of candidates in-

fluence voters’ use of other cues? According to cue-based explanations, how heavily voters base

their choice on a candidate cue depends on its relative usefulness (Lupia and McCubbins 1998).

Consequently, in the absence of informative cues, voters will continue to search for “low cost”

information and may pick up and use other cues about candidates (Karpowitz et al. 2021; Kirk-

land and Coppock 2018; Lim and Snyder 2015; Schaffner, Streb, and Wright 2001, 11). Cues

about social groups have been put forward as another prevalent heuristic in elections (e.g., Cut-
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ler 2002; McDermott 1998). Research shows that voters use stereotypes as shortcuts and tend to

evaluate certain candidates (women, racial minorities, low-skilled workers) as less competent (Lee

and Fiske 2006; Piston 2010). According to cue-based explanations, then, we would expect that

providing voters with information about candidates’ political experience—to the extent that it is

considered a reliable indicator of competence—should diminish inferences made by voters based

on stereotyping of minority candidates such as those with a migration background.

Focusing on the 2015 elections for the Swiss National Council and drawing upon a nat-

ural quasi-experiment, I exploit the condition that information about candidates’ political ex-

perience—political office held at the subnational level, party position, or mandates in interest

groups—varies, largely coincidentally, between party ballots. Analyzing elections in Switzerland

furthermore provides ideal conditions to trace real voter behavior in depth. In the Swiss “free-list”

proportional representation (PR) system, voters can allocate positive preference votes to candi-

dates by adding the candidate name on the ballot, but also negative preference votes by crossing

off candidate names. I focus on non-incumbent candidates and first explore the influence of cues

by comparing the effect of a candidate’s political experience on preference votes across ballots

that either provide or withhold information on this experience. In a second step, the impact of

information about political experience on the effect of a candidate’s migration background, which

may serve as a group-membership cue for voters, on preference votes is assessed.

Two novel survey experiments, fielded among the adult population eligible to vote in the Swiss

German-speaking regions, further explore cue-based explanations. In both experiments, respon-

dents read vignettes of two candidates and then select the one they prefer. The first experiment

(N=986) assesses more directly if political experience information impacts vote choice through

signaling competence by randomly varying whether information about political experience and/or

information on competence about candidates is provided. It uses an observable implication of
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cue-based explanations: political experience is expected to be less predictive of respondents’ pref-

erences for candidates if they are provided information about a candidate’s competence because

then inferences made by voters will be overridden. The second experiment (N=1,000) employs a

conjoint design in which a number of candidate attributes, including candidates’ migration back-

ground revealed by candidate names, randomly vary between the candidate descriptions. The

conjoint experiment is designed to measure causal processes: whether group-membership cues in-

fluence electoral support through voters who infer information about candidates’ competence from

these cues. The key characteristic of the experimental design consists of allocating only half of the

respondents to vignettes that, additionally to the various candidate attributes, describes candidates

as competent and experienced based on randomly selected information, while the other half of the

respondents does not receive such information.

Consistent with cue-based approaches, findings from the natural quasi-experiment show that

candidates who run on party ballots that provide information about political experience to voters

benefit electorally more from this experience in terms of receiving fewer negative preference votes

than candidates who figure on party ballots not indicating it. Interestingly, I find less evidence that

political experience generates additional support via positive preference votes nor that the effect of

political experience on such preference votes depends on the ballot information. Results from the

first survey experiment underscore that voters’ inferences of competence from information about

candidates’ political experience contribute to explaining the advantage held by politically expe-

rienced candidates. By contrast, findings from both the natural quasi-experiment and the second

survey experiment speak against the idea that voters inferring assumptions about the competence

of immigrant-origin candidates serves as the main explanation for the electoral disadvantage of

such candidates.

In sum, the paper contributes to the literature in at least two respects. First, my empirical
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designs scrutinize the causal effect of cues that indicate the political experience of candidates on

vote choice. Second, I explore how information about candidates’ political experience impacts

voters’ use of group cues such as those based on candidate migration background. How voters

weigh between these cues is of high relevance for democracy and fairness in elections. Specifically,

voters’ use of candidate cues based on social groups raises comparatively more acute concerns in

terms of discrimination and political equality than cues based on political experience (Lippert-

Rasmussen 2018).

Candidate political experience and vote choice

An extensive literature has repeatedly shown that politically experienced candidates are electorally

more successful than “amateur” ones, so much so that most research has considered political expe-

rience the “ex-ante indicator” of candidate quality (Lazarus 2008, 185; see also e.g., Abramowitz

1988; Hall and Bonneau 2006; Jacobson 1989).

In this paper, I argue that voters use information about a candidate’s political experience as a

shortcut or heuristic to derive information about the candidate’s competence and fitness for the job.

Theoretical approaches that focus on heuristics and cognitive shortcuts are based on the concept of

bounded rationality, which is predicated on the observation that the cognitive capacities of voters

are limited (Simon 1985). To deal with these limitations, voters tend to use readily available cues,

such as a candidate’s political experience, to infer information (e.g., competence) that help them

decide whom to support (Lupia and McCubbins 1998). According to this view, it is the information

about political experience itself that explains the electoral success of experienced candidates. From

these theoretical arguments follows the first expectation: Providing voters with information about

a candidate’s political experience increases the positive effect of such experience on electoral

support. Furthermore, one observable implication of the cue-based explanation is the following. If
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voters are provided with explicit information about candidates’ competence, the positive effect of

political experience on candidate evaluation should decrease. This is because the information is

expected to override voters’ derived inferences.

The need for cognitive shortcuts is particularly telling in open-list PR systems, where vot-

ers are expected to acquire information on all the candidates on a ballot (Shugart, Valdini, and

Suominen 2005). In the Swiss context specifically, I expect that experienced candidates benefit in

terms of overall preference votes if information about political experience is indicated on the ballot

because they are allocated (1) fewer negative preference votes, and (2) more positive preference

votes. Distinguishing between positive and negative preference votes allows for an in-depth inves-

tigation of voter behavior. The allocation of positive preference votes can be considered as “acting

for” a candidate (or “discrimination in favor of” if it is based on the candidate’s membership in a

social group; see Lippert-Rasmussen 2018; Portmann and Stojanović 2021; Portmann 2021). In

contrast, negative preference votes denote “acting against” (or “discrimination against” candidates

of a social group).

Most prevalent alternative explanations to the cue-based account posit that the success of

politically experienced candidates is explained by the notion that they are “inherently better at

politics than amateurs,” with such candidates supposedly possessing “latent personality traits” such

as eloquence or charisma that prove valuable in winning elections (Lazarus 2008, 187). Moreover,

some experienced candidates have already built an influential network they can draw on and they

have learned the electoral rules which may provide them with a leg up on their inexperienced

competitors (Abramowitz 1988; Abramowitz 1991; Lazarus 2008, 187).

Furthermore, prior offices can make candidates known to the general public in several ways.

Politically experienced candidates may positively influence media attention and tend to have more

resources for campaigns, both of which are expected to increase the likelihood that voters recognize
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a candidate (Abramowitz 1991). Similarly, information on a candidate’s political experience may

trigger voters’ memories of the candidate and facilitate recall of the candidate. Generally, these

explanations capitalize on “recognition advantage”—namely, where political experience increases

the probability that candidates are recognized among voters, which in turn increases candidates’

electoral prospects (e.g., Giebler and Wessels 2017; Goldenberg and Traugott 1980; Kam and

Zechmeister 2013).

Finally, it is conceivable that parties or candidates who self-select into providing information

about political experience drive the advantage that stems from information about candidates’ polit-

ical experience. Parties and candidates may be more likely to mention information about political

experience on the ballot if candidates hold prestigious offices or when they expect to gain electoral

advantage from doing so (Shugart, Valdini, and Suominen 2005).

Overall, the existing literature shows that political experience is an asset and enhances the

electoral prospects of more experienced candidates. Much less is known about how much of this

is attributable to voters who infer competence from a candidate’s political experience.

Do cues on candidate experience crowd out group-membership cues?

Which candidate cues (among many) do voters consider, and is the use of these cues interlinked? If

candidate information serves as a cognitive shortcut for voters, how heavily voters base their choice

on a candidate cue will depend on its relative usefulness. By given costs of acquiring information,

voters should consider more effective information at the expense of less helpful cues (Lupia and

McCubbins 1998, 18; see also Popkin 1991). As Kirkland and Coppock (2018, 589) conclude:

“[w]hen one cue [...] is no longer available, voters turn to other sources of information” (see also

Lim and Snyder 2015; Schaffner, Streb, and Wright 2001). To the extent that voters consider

indicators of political experience more reliable predictors of a candidate’s competence compared
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to group cues such as a candidate’s migration background, we would expect that voters take the

former information into account at the expense of the latter if both can easily be acquired from the

ballot. From this cue-based perspective, information related to candidates’ political experience

should trump and weaken the effect of group-membership cues.

Other influential theoretical approaches highlight the importance of group identities and argue

that group loyalties primarily predict vote choice (Achen and Bartels 2016; Huddy 2001). From

this view, voters often “pay no attention to the relevant cues” and hence do not “set aside cognitive

biases and group prejudices” (Achen and Bartels 2016, 299f.). Rather, a candidate’s attributed

group membership evokes internalized attitudes and emotions, which reduces the need to pay at-

tention to a large set of cues (Kinder and Sears 1981; Lau and Redlawsk 2006, 11; Moskowitz and

Stroh 1994, 309).

Only recently, research has made steps toward exploring the relative impact of various can-

didate cues and the interaction between these cues (e.g., Coffé and Schoultz 2020; Karpowitz et

al. 2021; Kirkland and Coppock 2018; Pedersen, Dahlgaard, and Citi 2019). A study by Kirkland

and Coppock (2018) finds that candidates with political experience receive more electoral sup-

port compared to inexperienced ones, particularly in non-partisan elections and among democrats.

Their survey experiment, however, does not consider candidate migration background and does

not allow assessment of how these mechanisms play out in a real-world environment.

The Swiss electoral system

The National Council, the lower chamber of the Swiss parliament, is elected in a version of the

“open-list” proportional representation (PR) system known as “free-list” PR. Elections take place

in 26 electoral districts (the cantons) to elect 200 representatives proportionally to population size.

Voters receive a bundle of party ballots upon which are pre-printed lists of candidates who run for
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the respective party. Voters can either cast a ballot unmodified or may change the pre-printed ballot

in several ways.1 Voters have extensive options to distribute preference votes to single candidates,

as follows: (1) They are allowed to allocate additional votes to candidates on their chosen party

ballot (cumulation), and (2) voters can give votes to candidates that figure on other party ballots

(panachage). They can allocate as many positive preference votes (1 and 2) to single candidates

as there are seats to be filled in their electoral district. However, voters can give maximally two

votes to single candidates. Furthermore, they can allocate negative preference votes by crossing

off candidate names from the pre-printed party ballot (3). Candidates who are crossed off lose the

vote they would have received if the party ballot had been cast unmodified (see Kriesi and Trechsel

2008). In the 2015 federal election for the Swiss National Council, a large number of candidates

ran for office. Altogether, more than 3,000 candidates were running in 200 seats. Depending on

the canton, there were between 1 and 35 candidates on each party ballot.

Drawing on data from this election, the study exploits, in a natural quasi-experiment, that

information about political experience varied between Swiss party ballots. Two population-based

survey experiments among the Swiss voting population complement the analysis of electoral data.

A natural quasi-experiment

Varying information about the political experience of candidates on party ballots in the 2015 elec-

tions for the Swiss National Council represents the main feature of the natural quasi-experiment.

The quasi-experimental approach consists of comparing the effect of political experience (holding

political or nonelective office) between similar candidates who differ in whether information about

their political experience is mentioned on the ballot. If the political experience of a candidate who

1. In addition, each bundle contains a blank ballot on which voters can list individual candidates. Most voters,

however, select a party list (e.g., 93% in the 2015 Swiss national elections).
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runs on a ballot that provides information about her office-holding is significantly more important

for electoral support than for a candidate running on a ballot not displaying this information, we

can confidently attribute the difference in the effect of the candidates’ political experience to the

information on the ballot, which supports cue-based explanations. The design has the advantage

of mitigating some important methodological concerns and limitations that have plagued previous

studies in this field of research. First, it allows us to address a causal identification challenge that is

inherent in other research using electoral data to study the effect of candidate cues on vote choice

(e.g., Matson and Fine 2006). Candidate characteristics may influence electoral success through

various channels, resulting in a problem of “omitted variable bias” since we are generally not able

to take all these potential factors into account. Second, in comparison to survey and laboratory

experiments, the empirical strategy allows observation of real electoral effects of cues on voter

behavior in actual elections.

Allocation of information on the ballot

Does my data meet the requirement of “as-if” random assignment of information on the ballot? In

general, it can be noted that a considerable part of the variation of the information about candidate

political experience on cantonal-specific party ballots is between the cantons (Figures A.1 and A.2

show two ballots as an example). Within the cantons, however, there are also certain differences

between the party ballots in the extent to which political offices are indicated. For the analysis, I

select a sample of ten Swiss cantons, which corresponds to 50 percent of the cantons that employ

“free-list” PR for Swiss national parliamentary elections.2 Cantons in which the parties either

provide or withhold information on the political experience of candidates relatively consistently

within their ballots are included in the sample. In these cantons, 60% of the candidates (61.7 %)

2. Six cantons apply de facto majority rule to elect their representatives because they have only one seat in the

National Council, while the remaining 20 cantons use the “free-list” PR.
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ran on party ballots that indicated political offices, while about half (50.4%) were listed on ballots

providing information about nonelective offices. Section A.1 describes the information on these

party ballots in more detail.3

The precondition of “as-if” allocation of information on the ballot is assessed by using qualita-

tive and quantitative tools (Dunning 2012). Specifically, for the qualitative assessment, I conducted

telephone interviews with the Chancelleries of States and cantonal party administrations. I inter-

viewed all ten Chancelleries of States and one party from each canton included in my analysis.

These investigations show that Chancelleries of States and parties typically decide on the infor-

mation on ballots that goes beyond a candidate’s name, profession, and place of residence based

on long-established, informal, and undisputed practices. The person in charge of designing the

ballots at one of the Chancelleries of States informed me: “I took over what is on the ballots from

my predecessor. My predecessor probably took it over from the one before. The practice has be-

come established in such a way.” This reporting points to the importance of path-dependencies. A

few parties also are not aware of their leeway in the shaping of ballot papers. For example, one

responsible individual assumed (incorrectly) that “the party has no influence on the ballots. The in-

structions come from the Chancellery of States.” Some party leaders have, however, also conceded

that candidates and to some extent (other) parties may use information on ballots strategically. Yet,

on the whole the Chancelleries of States and most parties are, by and large, in agreement that there

is no political strategy behind the organization of the information on the ballot papers. For in-

stance, one administrative employee stated that compiling information on ballots “is a completely

apolitical, highly administrative additional task.”

Furthermore, I quantitatively explore the balance of covariates across party ballots that pro-

3. Another Swiss anomaly is that the multilingual cantons handle the translation of candidate information incon-

sistently. While, Fribourg, for instance, provides the information in both languages (German and French), it appears

only in German in the canton of Grisons.
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vide or withhold information about the political experience of candidates. I consider the balance

with respect to a set of candidate characteristics that voters can find on Swiss party ballots. The

balance checks show that candidates on party ballots that list candidates’ political offices are re-

garding a majority of these covariates comparable to those running on ballots not including infor-

mation about such offices, albeit some imbalances remain (in particular in terms of the variables

“precumulation”, “political offices”, and “gender”). The imbalances are more pronounced for the

allocation of information about non-elective offices (see Tables A.1 and A.2). To tackle these im-

balances and increase precision, the analyses include all the information that is mentioned on the

party ballots as control variables (see Gerber and Green 2008).4

I further address the drawback that there may remain imbalances regarding the allocation

of information on the ballot by complementing the quasi-experimental analysis with two original

survey experiments, distributing the treatment entirely at random by design.5

Data and analysis

The analysis focuses on non-incumbent candidates in the selected sample of ten Swiss cantons.6

In these cantons 1,844 (of altogether 3,788) candidates ran on 210 party ballots.7 The quasi-

experiment draws on three original and extensive data sources. The first dataset utilizes party

4. The only information that is present on all party ballots and that I do not consider is a candidate’s place of

residence.

5. Beyond the issue of random allocation of the information on the ballot, (non)compliance is another concern that

needs addressing. In particular, some candidates who run on a party ballot that allows political experience information

to be made explicit do not make use of it (i.e., they do not comply). I assess the effect of being on a ballot that enables

the provision of a specific candidate cue—which tends to results in a conservative estimation since candidates who do

not mention their political experience but run on ballots that allow this may to some extent weaken the effect.

6. It excludes candidates who ran for reelection to the Swiss parliament (n=82), because information about incum-

bency differs from information about other political offices as it is generally provided on all party ballots. Excluding

incumbents seems appropriate also because these candidates often hold an unparalleled advantage compared to other

candidates and they are typically well-known to voters, which makes it difficult to disentangle the effect of information

about this political office from other factors that correlate with it.

7. The following cantons are considered for the analysis (number of seats in the Swiss National Council as of 2015

are indicated in brackets): Basel City (5), Fribourg (7), Geneva (11), Grisons (5), Neuchatel (4), Schaffhausen (2),

Schwyz (4), Solothurn (6), St. Gallen (12), and Zurich (35).
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ballots that were sent to Swiss households. For the purpose of this study, all the information about

candidates on party ballots were hand-coded, which serves to identify the cues on ballots. Second, I

draw on data stemming from single ballots gathered from the electoral software of Chancelleries of

States that displays, for each modified ballot, which candidates have been crossed off or added via

“cumulation” or “panachage.” The data was collected in a time-consuming procedure. It was either

extracted from the electoral software and delivered by the cantons or municipalities (separately for

each municipality and sometimes even small subsets of modified ballots within municipalities) or

had to be extracted on the spot in the cantonal office. Aggregating the data at the level of candidates

provides information about the number of times each candidate has been crossed off or added to

ballots (for a detailed description of the data collection procedure see Section A.3) (see also Port-

mann and Stojanović 2021). Finally, measuring the effect of candidate cues requires comparable

information about the political experience of all candidates—namely, those who display the infor-

mation on the ballot but likewise of candidates figuring on party ballots that do not provide it. To

this end, the candidate characteristics indicated on any of the ballots were collected via web search

(mostly based on the personal websites of candidates, parliamentary websites, and media reports)

for all the candidates specifically for this study. The collection of data from ballots and via web

search is based on a detailed codebook and careful instruction and guidance of coders.8

The first dependent variable measures negative preference votes. To calculate the negative

preference votes, I proceed as follows:

Negative preference votes =
Number of cross-offs of candidateij on party ballotj

Total number of modified party ballotsj

8. I employed source verification to ensure correct coding of the variables by cross-checking my coding with

data from the Comparative Candidate Survey (CCS). The CCS includes a range of questions on the prior political

experience of candidates but only 1,744 out of 3,873 candidates who ran for either of the two chambers of the Swiss

parliament took part in the survey and, furthermore, data does not allow us to distinguish between current offices

(which may be on the ballot) and past offices.
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The variable is a proportion that indicates how many times voters have crossed off a candidate in

relation to the number of occasions he or she could have been crossed off (i.e., each time a ballot

is modified). It is essential to compare the preference votes between candidates running on the

same party ballot, as the number of preference votes depends strongly on the party ballot on which

candidates run.9 In a similar way, the positive preference votes are calculated as follows:

Positive preference votes =
Number of times candidateij on party ballotj is added

Average number of times candidates on party ballotj are added

The variable “positive preference votes” is a relative measure that captures the relative “pop-

ularity” of the candidate with voters compared to intra-party competitors. In contrast to negative

preference votes, external positive preference votes (“panachage”) in particular are less a func-

tion of the number of modified ballots cast for the candidate’s party than of the popularity of the

candidates on the party ballot with voters of other parties (see Portmann and Stojanović 2019).

Two characteristics indicating a candidate’s political experience that are provided to voters

on only a subset of party ballots are considered: political office and nonelective office (party ap-

pointment and/or a mandate in an interest group). Both “political office” and “nonelective office”

are dummy variables. The variable “political office” measures whether a candidate holds a subna-

tional political office (1) or does not hold such an office (0) at the time of the election. Similarly,

candidates who hold either a party office or have a mandate in an interest group receive the value

1, while all other candidates are allocated the value 0 for the variable “nonelective office.” In addi-

tion, the following group cues are considered for the analyses: age, gender, and profession (high-,

medium-, or low-skilled) and a candidate’s migration background. I measure a candidate’s migra-

9. An example serves to illustrates the importance of measuring preference votes relatively. The (main) ballot of

the Social Democrats (SP) was modified 43,983 times in the canton of Zurich, while voters modified the ballot of the

Swiss Democratic Union (EDU) only 171 times. Consequently, the candidates of the SP are expected to have much

more negative preference votes than those of the EDU because the candidates could potentially be crossed off on each

ballot that was modified.
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tion background based on the year when the candidate’s surname was first registered in a Swiss

municipality and classify candidates into those with a typically Swiss name (registered before or

in 1939) and those with a non-typical Swiss name (registered after 1939) (see Portmann and Sto-

janović 2019).10 Section A.4 provides further description of variables capturing group cues as well

as control variables.11

I estimate hierarchical models including a random effect for the party ballot because the kind

of information mentioned on the ballot is allocated at the group level, i.e. the party ballot (Feller

and Gelman 2015; Steenbergen and Jones 2002). To asses whether cues about political experi-

ence explain the electoral advantage of experienced candidates, I regress the number of negative

and positive preference votes on a candidates’ political offices, a variable reflecting whether the

candidate’s party ballot presents information about political offices, an interaction between these

two variables and a set of control variables. A positive interaction effect on positive preference

votes (or a negative interaction effect on negative preference votes) indicates that information on

the political experience provides experienced candidates with an electoral advantage, which is an

observable implication of cue-based explanations. The procedure is the same for cues regarding

non-elective office. Finally, I test the mediating effect of these cues on group-membership cues,

focusing on a candidate’s migration background, by including interactions between a variable in-

dicating whether political experience (political or nonelective offices) is mentioned on the ballot

and various group cues.

10. The reference year is chosen considering the migratory movements after the Second World War. The year of first

registration in a Swiss municipality is derived from the Register of Swiss Surnames: https://hls-dhs-dss.ch/famn/.

11. Further analyses show that candidates from different social groups (e.g., regarding gender, migration back-

ground, age) are present among the candidates with (and without) political experience. Although the degree of rep-

resentation varies according to sociodemographic characteristics, we can note that political experience is not rare or

unrealistic for any group (see Tables A.7 to A.10).
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Survey experiments

In a second step, I employ two population-based survey experiments to assess the robustness of

the findings from the natural quasi-experiment. In both experiments, participants were instructed

to read the vignettes of two individuals who were presented as potential candidates for the party

that the respondent was most likely to support in the next election (according to his/her answer to

a prior question). After reading this information, respondents were asked to select the potential

candidate they preferred. Each survey experiment was fielded via Dynata to a sample of Swiss

citizens living in the German-speaking part of Switzerland and being eligible to vote. The samples

are approximately representative of the Swiss electorate regarding age and gender.

Survey Experiment 1

The first survey experiment explores whether indeed information about political experience im-

pacts electoral behavior through the competence that voters ascribe to experienced candidates.

It was fielded from 9–18 July 2020 and includes 986 respondents. The experiment follows a

moderation-of-process design that randomly manipulates both the treatment (political experience

of candidates) and the proposed mediator (competence of candidates) (see, e.g., Campbell et

al. 2019). This strategy results in a 2 (information on political experience or no information on

political experience) x 2 (competence description or no competence description) factorial design.

The design is based on an observable implication of cue-based explanations: if indeed voters infer

candidate competence from their political experience, then providing voters with explicit infor-

mation about competence is expected to override these inferences. By consequence, the effect of

a candidate’s political experience should decrease in the condition where voters learn about the

candidates’ competence (see also Campbell et al. 2019).
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Respondents were presented descriptions of two hypothetical candidates side-by-side. The

descriptions of the control group provided information about two persons with typically Swiss

names (Daniel Huber and Andreas Schmid) along with some further comparable information to

make the descriptions realistic. Respondents in the treatment condition also received information

about the two individuals’ political experience. While Daniel Huber was described as having

gained political experience in various party offices and as a member of the municipal parliament

and being currently a cantonal councilor, the description of Andreas Schmid stated that he has not

served in political office before. The third group read information about candidate competence,

depicting Daniel Huber as highly competent while anchoring the competence of Andreas Schmid

at a neutral level. Finally, the last group read information about both the political experience and

competence of the two candidates (all four candidate descriptions are provided in Section C.1).

After reading the information about the two candidates, respondents indicated which of the

two potential candidates they would prefer running for the party. The variable takes the value (1)

if they choose Daniel Huber and (0) if they indicated Andreas Schmid or “I don’t know” (see also

Section C.2).12 I estimate models which include as explanatory factors two dummy variables that

capture whether the respondent received information about a) the aspirants political experience,

and b) about their competence as well as an interaction between the two variables. The findings

support cue-based explanations if the interaction effect is negative.

12. Manipulation checks—conducted after measuring the dependent variable—confirmed that respondents in the

competence description evaluated Daniel Huber relative to Andreas Schmid (competence rating of Daniel Hu-

ber minus competence rating of Andreas Schmid both on a scale from 0 to 10) as substantially more competent

(MNo competence treatment=0.33, MCompetence treatment=1.22, p < 0.000). In addition, as expected—based on the theoreti-

cal argument that political experience signals candidate competence—political experience also increases the relative

competence ratings of Daniel Huber (MNo political Experience=0.62, MPolitical Experience=0.96, p < 0.019) (see Table C.1).
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Survey Experiment 2

In a conjoint experiment, I further assess whether competence cues have the potential to medi-

ate the effect that group-membership cues, such as a candidate’s migration background, have on

electoral support. The experiment was fielded from 17–31 March 2021 and includes 1,000 Swiss

residents from the German-speaking part of Switzerland.

I follow the approach of Acharya, Blackwell, and Sen (2018) who propose a conjoint design

for mediation analysis. In the experiment, respondents were again asked to choose among two

persons, described in short vignettes, who reportedly plan to run for their preferred party. The vi-

gnettes randomly varied regarding the following characteristics: candidate migration background

conveyed by candidate names (Swiss name: Stefan Moser, Serbo-Croation name: Marko Kovač),

candidate age (35, 48, 61 years old), profession (family doctor, lawyer, primary school teacher,

social worker, commercial clerk, salesperson), policy interest (youth, security, environmental, eco-

nomic policy), and the number of children a candidate has (2, 3 children). The key feature of the

experiment is that half of the respondents were randomly allocated to vignettes that, in addition

to these candidate characteristics, displayed competence cues, while the other half of respondents

did not receive any information about competence. Respondents in the former condition were

allocated for both candidate profiles one out of six cues indicating competence. The cues either

referred to candidate political experience (member of the cantonal executive, president of the local

branch of his party, member of cantonal parliament) or explicitly described the candidate as being

competent (by depicting him as intelligent, well informed, or as having strong leadership skills).

Two sample vignettes are provided in Section E.1 and the full set of attributes is presented in Table

E.1.13

13. The preregistration for this survey experiment can be found at [xxx].
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The goal of the experiment is to investigate whether group-membership cues influence voters’

preference for candidates through a process in which voters infer information about the competence

of candidates from these cues. There is evidence for this assumption if group-membership cues

are less predictive for respondents’ choice among those who received information about the two

candidates’ competence—presumably overriding inferred stereotypes about competence—than for

respondents whose descriptions did not contain this information.

After reading the two vignettes, candidates performed a choice task by answering the ques-

tion: “If you had to choose, which of the two candidates would you prefer?” (see also Section E.3).

Treating each candidate profile as the unit of analysis, the dependent variable corresponds to the

value “1” if a respondent selects the candidate and “0” otherwise (resulting in 2,000 observations).

To explore how competence cues mediate group-membership cues, I calculate average marginal

component effects (AMCE) by regressing the dependent variable on the dummy variable indicat-

ing if information about competence is provided in the vignette, the ji-1 indicators for the candidate

attributes, and interactions between the dummy variable capturing availability of competence in-

formation and each candidate attribute (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014). I estimate

linear regression models with respondent-clustered standard errors.

Results

To test my theoretical arguments, I proceed in two steps. First, I explore whether and how cues

indicating political experience influence electoral support for candidates. Second, I then turn to the

question of how the presence of cues on political experience and competence impacts the influence

of group-membership cues on voters’ support.
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Candidate political experience as a competence cue

This section first presents findings from the quasi-experiment, which draws on data from Swiss

elections to analyze how the effect of a candidate’s political experience depends on party-ballot

information. It then turns to the analysis of the Survey Experiment 1.

Using the data from the 2015 Swiss National Council elections, I regress the positive and

negative preference votes on interactions between the variables measuring political experience and

the variable indicating whether this information about the candidate’s experience is listed on the

party ballot as well as a series of control variables.

For the analysis of the dependent variable negative preference votes, I estimate beta regression

models since this variable is a proportion. Results regarding negative preference votes generally

yield support for the expectation that candidates’ political experience has a stronger impact on

negative preference votes if it is indicated on the party ballot. The negative interaction effect

indicates that candidates benefit more from holding political offices (by receiving fewer negative

preference votes) if political offices are listed on the ballot (compared to if it is not mentioned on

the ballot) (see Figure 1 and Table B.1). However, the interaction effect is at the margin of being

statistically significant (reaching statistical significance at the level of 0.1) and, thus, should be

interpreted with some caution.

Visualization of marginal effects shows that indeed candidates benefit from holding political

offices by receiving fewer negative preference votes if this information is indicated on the ballot.

By contrast, on ballots that do not mention political offices, the effect of such an office on negative

preference votes is, as predicted by cue-based accounts, not statistically distinguishable from zero

(Figure B.1). The effect of political experience differs substantially in the two conditions of ballot

information: on a ballot that does not mention information about political office, the relative nega-
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tive preference votes are reduced by about 4% (from 0.228 to 0.219) if a candidate holds political

office, while they decrease by approximately 10% (from 0.238 to 0.215) for candidates who serve

in such office running on ballots that provide information (see Table B.2). The effect of candidate

political office on negative preference votes decreases by 0.014 when information about these of-

fices is added on the party ballot which corresponds to about 7% compared to the mean number of

negative preference votes (0.200) (see Figure B.1, Panel B).14

Furthermore, results regarding nonelective offices corroborate this tendency. In line with theo-

retical expectations, running on a party ballot that mentions prior nonelective experience increases

the influence of such office-holding on negative preference votes by reducing the number of times

candidates are crossed off (see Figure 1). Marginal effects indicate again that candidates who hold

nonelective office receive less negative preference votes, but only if information about such of-

fices is provided on the ballot (see Figure B.2). For candidates serving in nonelective offices and

running on ballots mentioning this information, the relative negative preference votes are reduced

by 4% (from 0.237 to 0.227), while the reduction is close to zero in the situation where the party

ballot does not mention information about nonelective offices (see Table B.3). The difference in

the effect of holding nonelective office between the conditions regarding party-ballot information

is 0.012, corresponding to 6% over the sample mean.

14. To further interpret the extent to which the effect is substantively important, the candidates are sorted within

party ballots according to their negative preference votes and the difference in negative preference votes between

the two consecutive candidates in the ranking is calculated. Taking this approach, it can be shown that the mean

difference in negative preference votes between two candidates corresponds to 0.018 and that for more than 60% of

the candidates in the sample the difference to the next candidate in the ranking is smaller than the estimated effect of

0.014. Therefore, the ranking according to the negative preference votes candidates receive is expected to considerably

change depending on the ballot information (if at least some candidates hold political offices). Ultimately, the ranking

of candidates in terms of total preference votes (positive and negative preference votes) determines which candidates

within a party ballot gain a seat in parliament.
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Figure 1: Effect of candidate characteristics on negative and positive preference votes. Coefficients sur-

rounded by 95% and 90% confidence intervals are displayed. Model with dependent variable negative

preference votes is a random intercept model with a Beta distribution and logit-link (N = 1,757 candidates)

and model with dependent variable positive preference votes is a random intercept model with an inverse

Gaussian distribution and log-link (N = 1,761 candidates). The following control variables are included

in both models: relative position on the ballot, pre-cumulation, and party position (right-wing, center, left,

other).

Another subsequent model again analyzes the effect of candidate political experience consid-

ering the impact of varying information on ballots on positive preference votes. I estimate random

intercept models with an inverse Gaussian distribution because the variable positive preference

votes is highly right-skewed, and residuals deviate clearly from a normal distribution as a result

(see Figure B.3). Regarding positive preference votes, I find that political offices and nonelective

offices do not impact positive preference votes significantly different depending on whether in-

formation about such offices are provided on the party ballot (see interaction effects in Figure 1,

Table B.4, and Figures B.4 and B.5). This finding holds despite the fact that the effects are slightly

more pronounced than those concerning negative votes.15 Nevertheless, marginal effects provide

15. Relative positive preference votes for candidates who hold political offices increase by 11% (from 0.679 to 0.752)
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some evidence that candidates who hold political office, as expected, tend to garner more positive

preference votes if voters are provided information about such offices on the party ballot (p < 0.1),

while the effect of political offices is not statistically significant for candidates who run on ballots

that withhold this information (see Figure B.4). Finally, regarding nonelective offices, there is no

evidence that such offices impact positive preference votes, irrespective of the information on the

ballot (see Figure B.5).16

To sum up, I show that candidates with prior experience in political or nonelective office

benefit more from this political experience in terms of receiving fewer negative preference votes if

information on the relevant office is provided to voters on the party ballot. These findings suggest

that candidates’ political experience indeed serves as a heuristic for voters, which contributes to

explaining why experienced candidates are more successful in elections. On the other hand, my

findings regarding positive preference votes largely do not support cue-based explanations. I find

no evidence that the effect of holding political office at the subnational level, party appointments

or positions, or mandates in interest groups significantly differs depending on whether information

about this office-holding experience is indicated on the ballot.

I next probe the robustness of these findings and the purported underlying psychical-cognitive

mechanism in a paired profiles vignette survey experiment (see Figure 2).17 The figure in panel

A shows the effect of political experience on the likelihood of preferring Daniel over Andreas (or

being indifferent) when information about the two aspirants’ competence varies and the figure in

panel B displays the predicted probability that respondents prefer Daniel.

if this information is indicated on the ballot, while the effect of political offices is close to zero for candidates running

on ballots not providing the information (in this latter condition positive preference votes even slightly decreases from

0.857 to 0.854). The difference of the effect between the two conditions regarding ballot information amounts to

0.076, which corresponds to 9% over the sample mean (see Table B.5).

16. The difference of the effect of nonelective offices in the two conditions (with/without information on the ballot)

is 0.058 (7% over the sample mean) (see Figure B.5; Table B.6 provides predicted positive preference votes).

17. Figure D.1 and Table D.1 confirm that control and treatment group were well balanced regarding a series of

respondent characteristics (age, gender, and level of education).
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Figure 2: Effect of political experience on preference for (1) Daniel Huber over (0) Andreas Schmid or

being indifferent (Panel A) and predicted probability of preferring Daniel (Panel B) as information on com-

petence varies. Coefficients surrounded by 95% confidence intervals are displayed.

The results in Figure 2A confirm that in the conditions where respondents do not receive in-

formation about the two aspirants’ competence, they are more likely to prefer Daniel over Andreas

when Daniel is described as politically experienced (while Andreas does not hold such experi-

ence). In this situation, the likelihood that Daniel is preferred increases by about 15% when he

is described as having political experience (from 37% to 52% of respondents selecting Daniel).

In line with cue-based perspectives, this positive effect of political experience decreases, and is

even eliminated, if respondents receive explicit information about the competence of the two as-

pirants (describing Daniel as competent and Andreas neutrally in terms of his competence).18 In

other words, the findings confirm an observable implication of cue-based explanations: if voters

infer competence from Daniel’s political experience, then providing them with information about

competence is expected to weaken the effect of political experience on support for Daniel.

These findings lend further support to the purported theoretical argument that the mechanism

whereby information on political experience influences the electoral decision can be traced back

18. Table D.2 provides regression output tables. Tables D.3, D.4, and D.5 show that results are robust when logit

models are estimated, for different specifications of the dependent variable, and when respondent attributes are in-

cluded as control variables.
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to voters who infer competence from cues on political experience.

How cues on political experience influence group-membership cues

Does the information about candidates’ political experience reduce the effect of group cues such

as candidates’ migration background on preference votes? To find out, I use again data from Swiss

elections and, in addition, analyze a conjoint survey experiment that is designed to measure causal

processes.

Drawing on electoral data, I focus on the effect of candidates’ migration background on neg-

ative and positive preference votes as information about political experience on party ballots varies

(for a discussion of the influence of ballot information about political experience on the effect of

further candidate attributes, see the Section B.2.2). In the model, I interact candidate attributes with

a variable indicating whether information on political experience (either prior political or nonelec-

tive office-holding) is mentioned on the ballot. I again control for all the information Swiss voters

find on a party ballot (see Table B.9 for regression output tables).

I find that candidates with non-Swiss names are disadvantaged because they receive more

negative preference votes irrespective of whether information about political experience is indi-

cated on the ballot: having a non-Swiss name leads to a 5% increase in relative negative preference

votes (from 0.220 to 0.230) (see Figure 3A and Table B.7). Although the effect of a name being

non-Swiss is slightly less pronounced on ballots that provide information about political experi-

ence than if such information is not available, findings do generally not confirm assumptions of

stereotype-based explanations: the difference of the effects of candidate names as information on

the ballot varies is quite small and not statistically distinguishable from zero (see Figure 3B).
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Figure 3: Panel A shows the effect of candidate name (non-Swiss vs. Swiss) on negative preference votes

as information about political experience on party ballots varies. Panel B displays the difference between

the coefficients of “non-Swiss name” in the two conditions of ballot information: “political experience on

ballot” minus “political experience not on ballot.” Coefficients surrounded by 95% and 90% confidence

intervals are displayed.

Furthermore, results show that candidates with non-Swiss names tend to receive less positive

preference votes by about 18% (decreasing from 0.863 to 0.708) (see Figure 4A and Table B.8).19

Yet, against the expectations of stereotype-based explanations, candidates with non-Swiss names

fared about as well (and even slightly worse) regarding positive preference votes if information

about political experience is provided on the party ballot compared to situations in which this

information is not indicated. The effect of having a non-Swiss name reaches the level of statistical

significance only in the condition where information about political experience is mentioned on the

ballot, which is however mainly due to the fact that the effect of candidate names is estimated with

more precision for this condition (see Figure 4A). It is important to note that, in line with findings

regarding negative preference votes, the effect of having a non-Swiss name, however, does not

significantly change if information about political experience is added on the ballot (see Figure

4B).

19. Section B.2.3 discusses how the effect of having a non-Swiss name varies depending on the ideological position

of a candidate’s party. This analysis shows that candidates with non-Swiss names who run on party lists of the Right

tend to be more disadvantaged in terms of negative preference votes compared to candidates running on the list of

other parties (in particular those of the center and the left). This tendency is less clear regarding allocation of positive

preference votes.
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Overall, my results do not provide much support for the assumption that short-term electoral

factors—such as information about the political experience of candidates on the ballot—impact

the effect of cues indicating a candidates’ migration background on both positive and negative

preference votes.

Figure 4: Panel A shows the effect of candidate name (non-Swiss vs. Swiss) on positive preference votes

as information about political experience on party ballots varies. Panel B displays the difference between

the coefficients of “non-Swiss name” in the two conditions of ballot information: “political experience on

ballot” minus “political experience not on ballot.” Coefficients surrounded by 95% and 90% confidence

intervals are displayed.

To further substantiate these findings, I turn to the analysis of a conjoint experiment. Con-

sistent with the findings obtained from analyses of electoral data, I show that a candidate with a

non-typical Swiss name (Marko Kovač) has a lower probability of being preferred by respondents

compared to one with a typically Swiss name (Stefan Moser): he is about 8% less likely to be se-

lected (see Figure F.1). The impact of having a non-Swiss name is also sizable when compared to

the influence of other candidate attributes that were considered in the conjoint experiment (Figure

F.1).20

Figure 5A displays the AMCE estimates of having a non-Swiss name as availability of in-

formation about candidate competence varies (see also Table F.2).21 As expected according to

20. Section F.5 provides evidence that having a non-Swiss name is more disadvantageous among right-wing respon-

dents, compared to those who place themselves ideologically in the center or the left.

21. Table F.1 confirms that the sample is balanced regarding a series of respondent attributes in terms of allocation

of competence cues.
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cue-based explanations, the effect of a name being non-Swiss is somewhat stronger, and only

statistically significant, when respondents see no further information about the competence of can-

didates, compared to the situation when such information is provided (see Figure 5A, and Tables

F.2 and F.3). Although the effect of having a non-Swiss name differs between the two conditions

(that either provide or withhold information about candidate competence) in the anticipated direc-

tion, in line with the analysis of electoral data, the difference between the effects is not statistically

significant. This is evident from Figure 5B, which shows the difference in the effect of the name

being non-Swiss between respondents with/without information on the competence of the candi-

dates. Put differently, I do not find evidence that competence cues have the potential to significantly

reduce discrimination against immigrant-origin candidates. The mediating effect of competence

cues on other candidate characteristics is discussed in Section F.4. Furthermore, a model that only

includes respondents who received competence information does not reveal any evidence that the

probability of preferring a candidate would depended on the specific competence cue provided (see

Table F.4).

Figure 5: Panel A displays the effect of candidate name (non-Swiss) on probability of being preferred

as information about candidate competence varies. Panel B shows the difference of the effects (non-Swiss

name) between the two conditions regarding competence information (“competence information” minus “no

competence information”). Coefficients surrounded by 95% confidence intervals are displayed.

Overall, the analyses of the electoral data and the conjoint experiment challenge the notion
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that inferences about candidate experience or competence primarily explain the electoral disadvan-

tage of immigrant-origin candidates. On the one hand, this finding could point to the importance

of group identities in explaining discrimination against immigrant-origin candidates. Identity-

based approaches suggest that the effect of candidate characteristics that are closely linked to

voters’ identities—including, potentially, a candidate’s migration background—are mostly robust

to short-term informational factors (Lau and Redlawsk 2006, 11). On the other hand, it is pos-

sible that voters do not mainly infer information about competence from a candidate’s migration

background—which has been suggested regarding racial minority candidates (e.g., Piston 2010;

Sniderman et al. 2000)—but that other stereotypes are important (e.g., warmth of the candidate’s

personality; see Lee and Fiske 2006; Portmann 2021). Finally, it is conceivable that stereotypes

only play a role among certain segments of voters, such as those of right-wing parties (see, e.g.,

Portmann 2021).

Conclusion

Extensive evidence shows that politically experienced candidates fare better in elections. Never-

theless, whether this is attributable to voters’ use of experience as a heuristic has not been well

established in the literature. To the extent that political experience serves as a cue for voters,

the question arises: does it crowd out other potentially less informative heuristics? I have used

a quasi-experiment—“as-if” random variation in information about candidates’ political experi-

ence on party ballots in the 2015 Swiss national elections—and two survey experiments to explore

cue-based explanations.

The quasi-experiment exploits the fact that some ballots contain information about candidates’

political experience—prior holding of subnational political office or nonelective appointments (of-

ficial positions within a party or in interest groups)—whereas others do not. The Swiss electoral
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system, where voters have the option to allocate positive but also negative preference votes (by

crossing off candidate names), allows further, in-depth investigation of voters’ preferences for can-

didates through analyzing real election results. In line with cue-based accounts, I show that voters,

indeed, take information about candidates’ prior political and nonelective office-holding into ac-

count and are less likely to allocate negative preference votes (but not more likely to give positive

preference votes) to experienced candidates. In other words, candidates benefit more from being

politically experienced (at least regarding negative preference votes) if the corresponding informa-

tion is indicated on the ballot. Findings from a survey experiment fielded among the enfranchised

Swiss population corroborate the cue-based account by showing that the positive effect of political

experience is diminished if respondents are provided explicit information about candidate compe-

tence, which is expected to override inferences drawn from candidate political experience.

In a subsequent step, I have analyzed how information about candidates’ political experience

impacts the use of group-membership cues, such as a candidate’s migration background. I show

that the disadvantage of candidate migration background regarding preference votes is remarkably

persistent even if voters are provided information about candidates’ political experience, which

may serve as an indicator of competence. These results are confirmed in a conjoint experiment de-

signed to examine stereotype-based processes by randomly distributing information on candidates’

political experience and competence alongside a set of candidate attributes. Overall, this suggests

that electoral discrimination against immigrant-origin candidates does not primarily result from

voters who stereotype said candidates as less competent, which is expected to be disrupted by the

information about political experience or competence. Rather other stereotypes and comparatively

stable group identities may play a role, contributing to explaining electoral discrimination toward

immigrant-origin candidates. Further unpacking these underlying mechanisms is an important task

for future research. Surveys could contribute by exploring whether voters infer additional salient
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traits (e.g., warmth of personality) from a candidate’s migration background and experimental de-

signs that prime group identities may serve to assess identity-based explanations.

On the one hand, these results depict a picture of the voter as an attentive and thoughtful

information processor. Voters seem to consider salient information about the political experience

of candidates (at least when allocating negative preference votes). On the other hand, the findings

also show that voters do not fully set aside group cues or identities, even if they have heuristics at

their disposal that are likely better predictors of candidate competence or suitability for office.

This study has several normative and practical implications. The findings speak to the liter-

ature focused on electoral discrimination and political equality. Cues that target “socially salient”

minority groups give rise to serious concerns in terms of discrimination (Lippert-Rasmussen 2018,

2), while cues based on candidates’ political experience are linked to more meritocratic criteria like

“commitment, knowledge, and a track record” (see Murray 2015, 772). Exploring which candidate

cues voters consider and how they weigh them is therefore central to fairness in elections.

My findings have practical implications concerning institutional design by providing evidence

that party-ballot information that is perhaps deemed negligible may, in fact, substantively impact

candidates’ electoral performance. Cues on the ballots can therefore be important in helping voters

to make informed decisions. However, it also turns out that information on ballots may not repre-

sent an effective measure to combat electoral discrimination against minority candidates. In light

of these findings, it is surprising how little we know regarding how ballots are designed and what

kind of information about candidates they provide to voters (Reynolds and Steenbergen 2006).

To what extent are the findings of this study generalizable? The results should prove partic-

ularly relevant for other countries with list-PR electoral systems. However, how candidate cues

translate into actual voting behavior crucially depends on the particularities of each electoral sys-

tem and the opportunities afforded voters to support individual candidates. The Swiss electoral
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system—which allows voters to cross off individual candidates—is quite distinct, and there are

only a few countries (e.g., Estonia, some German Länder, and Latvia) where voters have the op-

tion to allocate negative preference votes. Yet some electoral systems offer comparable freedoms

to voters (e.g., the Single Transferable Vote or other open-list PR electoral systems). In majori-

tarian electoral systems, candidate cues may be less influential because candidates are often well

known, and voters may face a trade-off between voting for the party or a specific candidate they

want to support. Two survey experiments included in this study, which measure voters’ support for

candidates, hint to the outlined mechanisms being a more general tendency of voters. Further ex-

amining how cues referencing candidates’ political experience beyond prior office-holding might

affect electoral decisions differently in other elections, language regions or countries could be a

potentially fruitful extension of this study in future research.
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A Data and sample natural quasi-experiment

A.1 Allocation of information on the party ballots

A.1.1 Example ballots

Figure A.1: Example party ballot, FDP.The Liberals (FDP), Grisons
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Figure A.2: Example party ballot, Swiss Social Democratic Party (SP), Geneva

A.1.2 Candidate information on ballots

Candidate information on cantonal-specific ballots for the 2015 Swiss national elections varied

across cantons and between party ballots within cantons. On all ballots in general a voter can

find information on the candidate’s place of residence and may deduce the gender and migration

background via his/her name. Additionally (with very few exceptions), voters are provided with

information on the profession of the candidate and information about whether he or she is an

incumbent. However, depending on the party ballot, other types of cues are available to voters.
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Specifically, some party ballots provide information about the candidates’ political experience via

any political offices, party offices and mandates in interest groups that candidates hold at the time of

the election.1 Political offices are generally elective offices at the subnational level since candidates

who already have a seat in the national parliament are indicated separately as incumbents. Party

offices include official positions within the party at the national or subnational level (e.g., treasurer,

president). Finally, interest group affiliations refer to formal mandates in such groups (e.g., member

of the executive board, president). Because candidates’ party offices and mandates in interest

groups often appear together within the ballot, I combine these two types of positions into the

indicator “nonelective office.”

Figure A.3 provides an overview of the share of party ballots considered for the analysis that

present information about candidates’ political offices and nonelective offices. According to these

figures, slightly more than 60 percent of the candidates (61.7%) ran on party ballots that indi-

cated political offices, while about half of the candidates (50.4%) were listed on ballots providing

information about nonelective offices.

Figure A.3: Candidate information on party ballots for the 2015 Swiss National Council elections. Propor-

tion of candidates (including incumbents) on party ballots that provide information about political experi-

ence (political offices and nonelective offices).

1. In addition, party ballots vary regarding whether they list information about the age of candidates. However, this

aspect is not the focus of these analyses.
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A.2 Balance of information on the ballot

The subsequent two tables present mean values of covariates for ballots that (1) mention political

offices on the party ballot or (2) do not indicate such offices. The same same mean values of the

covariates are reported as information of non-elective offices on the ballot varies. In addition, the

table includes tests of significance of the difference. The test statistics consider the fact that the

treatment is allocated at the group level (i.e., the party ballot) by using the R package ri2.2

Multiple lists have not incorporated a single candidate who has hold political office. These lists are

always in the group “Political office not on ballot.” Even if parties could have listed information

about candidate political offices on the ballot, they did not have the chance to do so because there

would not have been any offices to mention. Consequently, it is not surprising that the candidates

without political offices are overrepresented among the group of candidates running on ballots not

indicating political offices (see Table A.1). However, some overrepresentation among candidates

without experience in political office on ballots that do not mention such office remains when

ballots that figure only candidates without such experience are excluded (see Table A.2). This

problem is less severe for nonelective office because on nearly all ballots there is at least one

candidate holding such an office.

Table A.1: Mean values of covariates across candidates running on ballots that indicate political

experience (or none)

Political offices Nonelective offices

Not on ballot On ballot P-Value Not on ballot On ballot P-Value

Mean political office 0.13 0.43 0.000 0.22 0.41 0.002

Mean non-elective office 0.56 0.60 0.278 0.51 0.66 0.012

Mean age 38.58 41.92 0.141 36.87 44.38 0.000

Percentage non-Swiss name 0.13 0.14 0.433 0.14 0.14 0.956

Percentage female 0.30 0.37 0.018 0.30 0.39 0.001

Mean profession 2.16 2.04 0.214 2.25 1.93 0.000

Percent precumulated 0.17 0.06 0.012 0.15 0.05 0.025

Mean relative position 0.58 0.56 0.088 0.58 0.57 0.253

2. https://alexandercoppock.com/ri2/articles/ri2 vignette.html.
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Table A.2: Mean values of covariates across candidates running on ballots that indicate political

experience (or none), ballots without any candidates who have political experience are excluded

Political offices Nonelective offices

Not on ballot On ballot P-Value Not on ballot On ballot P-Value

Mean political office 0.29 0.46 0.054 0.32 0.51 0.011

Mean non-elective office 0.63 0.62 0.850 0.56 0.68 0.112

Mean age 38.88 41.15 0.482 35.69 45.03 0.003

Percentage non-Swiss name 0.10 0.13 0.338 0.12 0.13 0.607

Percentage female 0.27 0.37 0.004 0.31 0.38 0.033

Mean profession 2.02 2.04 0.895 2.19 1.90 0.001

Percent precumulated 0.08 0.06 0.721 0.09 0.04 0.177

Mean relative position 0.58 0.57 0.541 0.57 0.57 0.694

A.3 Data gathering procedure positive and negative preference votes

For the analyses, I have selected the following 10 cantons: Basel City, Fribourg, Geneva, Grisons,

Neuchatel, Schaffhausen, Schwyz, Solothurn, St. Gallen, and Zurich.

The data collection procedure differs from canton to canton because data availability varies. Al-

though the Swiss Federal Chancellery retains sovereignty over elections to the National Council,

the cantons decide how exactly the electoral data is collected (including which software is used)

and, within given guidelines, how the data is processed. Data collection is based on collaboration

with the cantonal Chancelleries of States. The Federal Chancellery sent guidelines to the cantons

on how to make this data available.

Two cantons were able to provide aggregated data (Geneva and Neuchatel). This data shows how

often each candidate was crossed off and added to the ballot overall in all municipalities of the

canton. However, for most cantons the data indicates which candidates were crossed off and added

on each modified ballot. The data on the individual modified ballot papers were collected in a time-

consuming procedure. Therefore, it was not always possible to include data from all municipalities

in these cantons.

Six cantons (Basel City, Fribourg, Grisons, Schaffhausen, Schwyz, and Zurich) were able to pro-

vide this data on the individual modified ballots for all the municipalities.3 The software company

3. The canton of Schwyz only provided every second modified ballot.
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SESAM, which provides the electoral software in some of the cantons, was able to instruct the

cantons on how to extract the data. For the remaining two cantons (Solothurn, St. Gallen), a ran-

dom sample of the municipalities was drawn (50 percent of municipalities for Solothurn and 30

percent for St. Gallen). In the cantons Solothurn and St. Gallen, data was extracted on the spot in

the cantonal office from the electoral software. Generally data from municipalities with less than

200 inhabitants was excluded in order to guarantee the secrecy of the ballot.

The total number of negative preference votes are derived by aggregating the number of times a

candidate has been crossed off on the ballots. Aggregating the number of times candidates have

been added provides the basis for the measure of the positive preference votes.

A.4 Descriptive statistics

A.4.1 Dependent variables

Negative preference votes: indicates how many times a candidate is crossed off in relation to the

number of times the party ballot has been modified. The measure is built as follows (Source: Data

collection upon cantonal and municipal offices):

Negative preference votes =
Number of cross-offs of candidateij on party ballotj

Total number of modified party ballotsj

Positive preference votes: measures the relative number of positive preference votes as follows

(Source: Data collection upon cantonal and municipal offices):

Positive preference votes =
Number of times candidateij on party ballotj is added

Average number of times candidates on party ballotj are added

Table A.3: Descriptive statistics of the dependent variables

Min Max Mean SD

Negative preference votes 0.00 0.75 0.20 0.10

Positive preference votes 0.00 10.63 0.89 0.89
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A.4.2 Independent variables

I include a series of candidate characteristics in the models that are present on (almost) all party bal-

lots: a candidate’s migration background (via candidate name), profession (high-skilled, medium-

skilled, low-skilled), age (below 31 years, 31-50 years, 50+ years old4), pre-cumulation,5 relative

ballot position, and gender. Finally, I control for two variables that capture features of the party

ballot: a measure of the ideological position of the party for which the candidate runs (right, center,

left, other6) and a variable indicating the number of candidates running on the ballot. Overall, my

independent variables include all candidate information that was provided to voters on any of the

ballots.7 In the following, I will describe in more detail how these independent variables have been

measured.

Non-Swiss name: A candidate’s migration background is measured via candidate names based on

the Register of Swiss Surnames (RSS), which includes the year of registration of family names

in Swiss municipalities. The RSS contains the names of all citizens who were registered from

before 1800 until 1962.8 Based on the RSS, I split candidates into two categories: those with (1)

non-Swiss family names (registered after 1939)9, and (0) typically Swiss family names (registered

in or before 1939).10 Source: Own coding based on RSS.

Relative position on the ballot: This is a proportion measuring the candidate’s position on the

party ballot relative to the total number of candidates on the same ballot (Source: Swiss Federal

4. Whether the age is indicated also varies between the party ballots. In this study, I do not further examine this

aspect and include the age of all candidates.

5. Some candidates appear twice on the pre-printed ballot (i.e., they were pre-cumulated). I expect that precumu-

lated candidates receive (1) more negative preferences because they can be crossed off twice by each voter, and (2)

more positive preference votes because they receive two votes if their name is not crossed off.

6. These parties are not convincingly classifiable on a left-right axis, e.g., the Pirate Party or the Swiss Animal

Party.

7. The only exception is candidates’ place of residence, which is indicated on the ballot but which I do not take into

account.

8. http://www.hls-dhs-dss.ch/famn/?lg=e.

9. In this category also those that do not appear in the RSS (because the name was not registered in a Swiss

municipality before 1962) are included.

10. 1939 is chosen as the threshold year in order to capture names of individuals who immigrated to Switzerland

during and after World War II as non-Swiss.

7



Statistical Office, own calculations). The variable is measured based on the following formula:

Relative ballot position =
Ballot position candidateij on party ballotj

Total number of candidates on party ballotj

Pre-cumulation: This variable indicates whether the candidate appears twice on the pre-printed

ballot (1), or is listed only once (0). Source: Swiss Federal Statistical Office.

Profession: The codes classify candidates’ professions on the basis of the classification “Catégories

socioprofessionelles” (CSP) 2010. Categories had in some cases to be adapted because certain pro-

fessions are highly overrepresented among parliamentarians (e.g., lawyers, entrepreneurs), while

other professions are underrepresented (e.g., manual professions). The variable collapses the codes

into three categories: (1) high-skilled, (2) medium-skilled, and (3) low-skilled. Source: Own cod-

ing.

Female: The variable splits candidates into (1) female and (0) male. Source: Swiss Federal Statis-

tical Office.

Age: The variable categorizes candidates based on their age at the time of the election into either

30 years old or younger (0), between 31 and 50 years (1), or older than 50 years (2). Source: Swiss

Federal Statistical Office, own calculations based on year of birth.

Nonelective office: The variable measures whether the candidate either holds a party office or has

a mandate in an interest group (1) or does neither hold party office or such a mandate (0).

Political office: This is a dummy variable indicating whether the candidate holds political office

at the subnational level at the time of election (1) or does not hold such an office (0).

Party position: This variable indicates where on the left-right axis the party for which the candi-

date is running is situated (left, center, right-wing, other). Parties are allocated to these categories
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as follows: Right-wing (1): Swiss People’s Party, FDP.The Liberals, Swiss Democrats, Federal

Democratic Union of Switzerland; Center (2): Green Liberal Party, Conservative Democratic Party,

Christian Democrats, Evangelical People’s Party; Left (3): Social Democratic Party, Green Party,

Swiss Party of Labour; other parties that are very small or not classifiable on a left-right scale (4).

In addition, some minor parties have been allocated to these categories based on the literature.

Number of candidates on ballot: The variable indicates the total number of candidates that ran

on the same ballot as the candidate.

Table A.4: Descriptive statistics independent variables (numeric)

Min Max Mean SD

Relative position on ballot 0.03 1.00 0.57 0.29

Number of candidates on ballot 1.00 35.00 18.59 13.38
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Table A.5: Descriptive statistics independent variables (factors)

Variable n %

Non-Swiss name

0 (Swiss name) 1520 86.27

1 (non-Swiss name) 242 13.73

Pre-cumulation

0 (not pre-cumulated) 1577 89.5

1 (pre-cumulated) 185 10.5

Profession

1 (high-skilled) 425 24.12

2 (medium-skilled) 751 42.62

3 (low-skilled) 586 33.26

Gender

0 (male) 1155 65.55

1 (female) 607 34.45

Age

0 (18-30 years) 648 36.78

1 (31-50 years) 560 31.78

2 (50+ years) 554 31.44

Nonelective office

0 (no elective office) 790 44.84

1 (holds elective office) 972 55.16

Political office

0 (no political office) 1206 68.44

1 (holds political office) 556 31.56

Party

0 (right-wing) 539 30.59

1 (center) 584 33.14

2 (left) 433 24.57

3 (other) 206 11.69

A.4.3 Variables capturing information on party ballots

Another two variables indicate whether the candidate runs on a ballot that provides information

about (1) political offices (Political office on ballot) and (2) nonelectives offices (Nonelective of-

fice on ballot) of candidates.

Political office on ballot: The variable takes the value 0 if the party does not provide information
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on political offices for any of the candidates on the ballot and the value 1 if this information is

provided for at least one candidate.

Nonelective office on ballot: This variable shows for each candidate if he/she runs on a party

ballot that provides information about nonelective offices (for at least one candidate) (1) or for

none of the candidates (0).

Table A.6: Descriptive statistics variables capturing information on the ballot

Variable n %

Political office on ballot

0 (not on ballot) 697 39.56

1 (on ballot) 1065 60.44

Nonelective office on ballot

0 (not on ballot) 886 50.28

1 (on ballot) 876 49.72

A.5 Overlap between political experience and group cues

Table A.7: Candidate name (Swiss, non-Swiss) and political experience, number of candidates and

share

Candidate name No political office Political office No nonelective office Nonelective office

Swiss name 1017 503 604 916

(66.9%) (33.1%) (39.7%) (60.3%)

Non-Swiss name 189 53 122 120

(78.1%) (21.9%) (50.4%) (49.6%)

Table A.8: Candidate age and political experience, number of candidates and share

Age No political office Political office No nonelective office Nonelective office

18-30 years 566 82 325 323

(87.3%) (12.7%) (50.2%) (49.8%)

31-50 years 324 236 191 369

(57.9%) (42.1%) (34.1%) (65.9%)

50+ years 316 238 210 344

(57%) (43%) (37.9%) (62.1%)
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Table A.9: Candidate gender and political experience, number of candidates and share

Gender No political office Political office No nonelective office Nonelective office

Male 781 374 466 689

(67.6%) (32.4%) (40.3%) (59.7%)

Female 425 182 260 347

(70%) (30%) (42.8%) (57.2%)

Table A.10: Candidate profession (skill level) and political experience, number of candidates and

share

Profession No political office Political office No nonelective office Nonelective office

High-skilled 242 183 127 298

(56.9%) (43.1%) (29.9%) (70.1%)

Medium-skilled 492 259 301 450

(65.5%) (34.5%) (40.1%) (59.9%)

Low-skilled 472 114 298 288

(80.5%) (19.5%) (50.9%) (49.1%)
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B Results of the natural quasi-experiment

B.1 Candidate political experience as a competence cue

B.1.1 Negative preference votes

Table B.1: Effect of ballot cues indicating political experience on negative preference votes

Model 1 Model 2

Intercept −1.48∗∗∗
−1.56∗∗∗

(0.08) (0.10)
Non-Swiss name 0.06∗∗ 0.06∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)
Relative position on ballot 0.55∗∗∗ 0.55∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)
Pre-cumulated 0.95∗∗∗ 0.94∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05)
Profession = medium-skilled 0.06∗∗ 0.06∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)
Profession = low-skilled 0.08∗∗∗ 0.08∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)
Female 0.01 0.01

(0.02) (0.02)
Age: 31-50 years −0.05∗

−0.05∗

(0.02) (0.02)
Age: 50+ years 0.02 0.02

(0.03) (0.03)
Party position: center 0.16· 0.15

(0.10) (0.10)
Party position: left −0.04 −0.06

(0.10) (0.10)
Party position: other −1.14∗∗∗

−1.10∗∗∗

(0.13) (0.13)
Number of candidates on ballot −0.01∗

−0.01∗

(0.00) (0.00)
Political office −0.11∗∗∗

−0.05
(0.02) (0.04)

Non-elective office −0.03 0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Political office on ballot 0.06
(0.09)

Non-elective office on ballot 0.11
(0.09)

Political office x Political office on ballot −0.08·

(0.05)
Non-elective office x Non-elective office on ballot −0.07∗

(0.03)

AIC −5599.20 −5599.72
BIC −5506.19 −5484.82
Log Likelihood 2816.60 2820.86
N 1757 1757

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a random intercept model with a Beta distribu-

tion and logit-link, N = 1,757 candidates, five observations were dropped because value ‘0’ is not defined

for the Beta distribution. ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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Figure B.1: Effect of holding political office on negative preference votes as information on party

ballots varies

Note: Panel A shows the effect of holding political office on negative preference votes as information about

political offices on party ballot varies. Panel B displays the difference between these effects in the two

conditions of information on the ballot: “political offices on ballot” minus “political offices not on ballot”.

Table B.2: Predicted values of negative preference votes as candidates’ political offices and infor-

mation on ballot varies

Predicted values SE Lower CI Upper CI

Political office not on ballot

Does not hold political office 0.228 0.014 0.201 0.255

Holds political office 0.219 0.014 0.191 0.248

Political office on ballot

Does not hold political office 0.238 0.013 0.213 0.263

Holds political office 0.215 0.012 0.192 0.239

Note: Predicted negative preference votes by political office and information on the party ballot, standard

errors and 95% confidence intervals are indicated.
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Figure B.2: Effect of holding nonelective office on negative preference votes as information on

party ballots varies

Note: Panel A shows the effect of holding nonelective office on negative preference votes as information

about nonelective offices on party ballot varies. Panel B displays the difference between these effects in the

two conditions of information on the ballot: “nonelective offices on ballot” minus “nonelective offices not

on ballot”.

Table B.3: Predicted values of negative preference votes as candidates’ nonelective offices and

information on ballot varies

Predicted values SE Lower CI Upper CI

Nonelective office not on ballot

Does not hold nonelective office 0.218 0.012 0.193 0.242

Holds nonelective office 0.219 0.012 0.195 0.243

Nonelective office on ballot

Does not hold nonelective office 0.237 0.014 0.21 0.264

Holds nonelective office 0.227 0.013 0.2 0.253

Note: Predicted negative preference votes by nonelective office and information on the party ballot, standard

errors and 95% confidence intervals are indicated.
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B.1.2 Positive preference votes

Figure B.3: Distribution of the dependent variable positive preference votes and residuals

Note: The residuals are derived from a linear model with control variables but without interaction effects.
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Table B.4: Effect of ballot cues indicating political experience on positive preference votes

Model 1 Model 2

Non-Swiss name −0.20∗∗∗
−0.20∗∗∗

(0.06) (0.06)
Relative position on ballot −1.39∗∗∗

−1.39∗∗∗

(0.08) (0.08)
Pre-cumulation 0.14 0.10

(0.10) (0.10)
Profession = medium-skilled −0.10·

−0.11∗

(0.05) (0.05)
Profession = low-skilled −0.08 −0.09

(0.06) (0.06)
Female −0.01 −0.01

(0.04) (0.04)
Age: 31-50 years −0.17∗∗

−0.13∗

(0.06) (0.06)
Age: 50+ years −0.28∗∗∗

−0.22∗∗∗

(0.06) (0.06)
Party position = center −0.04 −0.03

(0.07) (0.07)
Party position = left 0.01 0.06

(0.08) (0.08)
Party position = other 0.20· 0.10

(0.11) (0.11)
Number of candidates on ballot −0.02∗∗∗

−0.02∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00)
Political office 0.05 −0.00

(0.05) (0.12)
Nonelective office 0.02 −0.03

(0.05) (0.07)
Political office on ballot −0.23∗∗∗

(0.07)
Nonelective office on ballot −0.13·

(0.08)
Political office x Political office on ballot 0.11

(0.13)
Nonelective office x Nonelective office on ballot 0.07

(0.09)
Intercept −0.04 0.14

(0.08) (0.09)

AIC 2539.23 2532.08

BIC 2632.28 2647.02

Log Likelihood -1252.62 -1245.04

N 1761 1761

Notes: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a random intercept model with an inverse

Gaussian distribution and log-link, N = 1,761 candidates. ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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Figure B.4: Effect of holding political office on positive preference votes as information on party

ballots varies

Note: Panel A shows the effect of holding political office on positive preference votes as information about

political offices on party ballot varies. Panel B displays the difference between these effects in the two

conditions of information on the ballot: “political offices on ballot” minus “political offices not on ballot”.

Table B.5: Predicted values of positive preference votes as candidates’ political offices and infor-

mation on ballot varies

Predicted values SE Lower CI Upper CI

Political office not on ballot

Does not hold political office 0.857 0.055 0.749 0.964

Holds political office 0.854 0.102 0.654 1.054

Political office on ballot

Does not hold political office 0.679 0.041 0.598 0.759

Holds political office 0.752 0.051 0.652 0.852

Note: Predicted positive preference votes by political office and information on the party ballot, standard

errors and 95% confidence intervals are indicated.
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Figure B.5: Effect of holding nonelective office on positive preference votes as information on

party ballots varies

Note: Panel A shows the effect of holding nonelective office on positive preference votes as information

about nonelective offices on party ballot varies. Panel B displays the difference between these effects in the

two conditions of information on the ballot: “nonelective offices on ballot” minus “nonelective offices not

on ballot”.

Table B.6: Predicted values of positive preference votes as candidates’ nonelective offices and

information on ballot varies

Predicted values SE Lower CI Upper CI

Nonelective office not on ballot

Does not hold nonelective office 0.831 0.058 0.718 0.945

Holds nonelective office 0.810 0.059 0.695 0.925

Nonelective office on ballot

Does not hold nonelective office 0.727 0.054 0.621 0.833

Holds nonelective office 0.763 0.054 0.657 0.869

Note: Predicted positive preference votes by nonelective office and information on the party ballot, standard

errors and 95% confidence intervals are indicated.

B.2 How cues on political experience influence group-membership cues

This subsection presents findings on the influence of group-membership cues on positive and neg-

ative preference votes and how cues about political experience can mediate the effect of such

group-membership cues.
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B.2.1 Mediating effect of competence cues on candidate migration background

Table B.7: Predicted values of negative preference votes by candidate name (Swiss, non-Swiss)

Name Predicted values SE Lower CI Upper CI

Swiss-name 0.220 0.010 0.199 0.240

Non-Swiss name 0.230 0.011 0.209 0.252

Table B.8: Predicted values of positive preference votes by candidate name (Swiss, non-Swiss)

Non-Swiss name Predicted values SE Lower CI Upper CI

Swiss-name 0.863 0.047 0.770 0.956

Non-Swiss name 0.708 0.050 0.610 0.806

B.2.2 Mediating effect of competence cues on various group-membership cues

In this subsection, I describe the extent to which cues about political experience influence the effect

of various candidate characteristics on positive and negative preference votes. The following char-

acteristics are considered in addition to candidate name (non-Swiss vs. Swiss), which is already

discussed in detail in the article: profession, gender, and age. To simplify the discussion, I do not

distinguish whether political or nonelective offices are indicated on the ballot, but I use a variable

“Political Experience on ballot” that indicates if either of these offices are listed.

Regarding negative preference votes, I show that information about political experience moderates

the effect of a candidate’s profession. Candidates in mid-range professions face more substantial

disadvantages (in comparison to highly-skilled candidates) on ballots that do not indicate political

or nonelective office-holding than on ballots displaying such information. In other words, voters

who learn about a candidate’s political experience seem to rely less on his or her profession as a

cue. However, the information on political experience does not substantially attenuate the effect

of a candidate’s age and gender (although I found no overall gender-based effects) on negative

preference votes (see Table B.9).
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Surprisingly, female candidates seem to receive additional support from voters via positive pref-

erence votes, but mainly if voters are not provided any information about prior political experi-

ence. Unlike in the analyses of negative preference votes, however, there is no evidence that cues

regarding candidates’ political experience crowd out cues indicating professional experience via

candidate occupation (see Table B.9).
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Table B.9: Effect of “political experience on the ballot” and interaction with various candidate

characteristics on preference votes (negative and positive)

DV: negative preference votes DV: positive preference votes

Non-Swiss name 0.10∗∗
−0.15

(0.04) (0.13)
Profession: medium-skilled 0.14∗∗∗

−0.12
(0.04) (0.14)

Profession: low-skilled 0.11∗∗
−0.09

(0.05) (0.14)
Female −0.01 0.28∗∗

(0.03) (0.11)
Age: 31-50 years −0.06 −0.07

(0.04) (0.12)
Age: 50+ years 0.07 −0.34∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.12)
Political experience on ballot 0.16 −0.02

(0.10) (0.17)
x Non-Swiss name −0.04 −0.07

(0.05) (0.14)
x Profession (medium-skilled) −0.10∗∗ 0.04

(0.05) (0.15)
x Profession (low-skilled) −0.02 0.02

(0.05) (0.15)
x Female 0.02 −0.35∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.12)
x Age (31-50) 0.01 −0.10

(0.05) (0.14)
x Age (50+) −0.07 0.09

(0.06) (0.14)
Intercept −1.60∗∗∗

−0.04
(0.11) (0.15)

Control variables X X

AIC -5596.94 2539.52

BIC -5465.63 2670.89

Log Likelihood 2822.47 -1245.76

N 1757 1761

Note: Dependent variable negative preference votes: Coefficients and standard errors from a random-effects

model with a Beta distribution and logit-link, N = 1,757 candidates, five observations were dropped be-

cause the value ‘0’ is not defined for the Beta distribution. Positive preference votes: Coefficients and

standard errors from a random intercept model with an inverse Gaussian distribution and log-link, N =

1,761 candidates. Control variables are political office, nonelective office, relative position on the ballot,

pre-cumulation, party position (right-wing, center, left, other), and the number of candidates on the ballot.
∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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B.2.3 Effect of candidate names by ideological position of party

In this subsection, I discuss how discrimination against candidates with a migration background

(i.e., a non-Swiss name) depends on the party list on which candidates runs. In particular, prior re-

search has revealed that the ideological position of the party and their supporters have an impact on

discrimination against immigrant-origin candidates (Besco 2020; Portmann and Stojanović 2019;

Portmann 2021). These studies show that discrimination against immigrant-origin candidates is

more prevalent among supporters of right-wing parties than among voters of left-wing parties. I

analyze the influence of the ideological position of the party for which a candidate runs on dis-

crimination by including an interaction between the variable “non-Swiss name” and a variable

indicating the ideology of the party. Parties are classified into six groups based on their ide-

ological position: right (Swiss People’s Party, Swiss Democrats, Federal Democratic Union of

Switzerland), center-right (FDP.The Liberals, Conservative Democratic Party), center (Green Lib-

eral Party, Christian Democrats), center-left (Evangelical People’s Party, Christian Social Party),

left (Social Democratic Party, Green Party, Swiss Party of Labour, Solidarité), and others (minor

parties and parties that cannot be clearly categorized along the left-right ideological dimension

e.g., Pirate Party Switzerland).

The interaction effects in Table B.10 indicate that the ideology of the party has a more evident influ-

ence on discrimination regarding negative preference votes than with respect to positive preference

votes. Candidates with non-Swiss names are significantly more disadvantaged—they receive more

negative preference votes—on right than on center (p < 0.05) and left party lists (p < 0.1).11 Fig-

ure B.6 further illustrates this tendency that discrimination against immigrant-origin candidates in

terms of negative preference votes tends to be more pronounced among voters of right-wing (and

to some extent center-left) parties. By contrast, regarding positive preference votes, the effect of

having a non-Swiss name is more comparable between the party lists. In fact, the effect is even

slightly more pronounced on center-right and center-left than on right party lists (see Figure B.7).

11. The clear moderating effect for center party lists may be surprising at first sight. However, it can presumably be

explained by the fact that the Green Liberal Party is assigned to this category. This party takes, even in comparison to

left parties, exceptionally liberal positions on cultural issues such as migration.
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However, the differences between the party lists (in comparison to party lists of the right) do not

reach the level of statistical significance (see Table B.10).

Table B.10: Effect of candidate name (non-Swiss vs. Swiss) on negative and positive preference

votes, by ideological position of party

DV: negative preference votes DV: positive preference votes

Intercept −1.60 (0.10)∗∗∗
−0.03 (0.09)

Non-Swiss name 0.19 (0.06)∗∗
−0.19 (0.19)

Party position: center-right 0.35 (0.13)∗∗
−0.05 (0.09)

Party position: center 0.24 (0.13)·
−0.07 (0.09)

Party position: center-left 0.16 (0.22) 0.07 (0.14)
Party position: left 0.08 (0.12) 0.00 (0.09)
Party position: other −0.88 (0.14)∗∗∗ 0.11 (0.11)
Relative position on ballot 0.55 (0.02)∗∗∗

−1.39 (0.08)∗∗∗

Pre-cumulated 0.93 (0.05)∗∗∗ 0.16 (0.10)·

Profession = medium-skilled 0.06 (0.02)∗∗
−0.10 (0.05)∗

Profession = low-skilled 0.08 (0.02)∗∗∗
−0.08 (0.06)

Female 0.00 (0.02) −0.01 (0.04)
Age: 31-50 years −0.05 (0.02)∗

−0.17 (0.06)∗∗

Age: 50+ years 0.02 (0.03) −0.28 (0.06)∗∗∗

Number of candidates on ballot −0.01 (0.00)∗
−0.02 (0.00)∗∗∗

Political office −0.11 (0.02)∗∗∗ 0.04 (0.05)
Non-elective office −0.03 (0.02)· 0.03 (0.05)
Non-Swiss name x party position = center-right −0.12 (0.08) −0.23 (0.23)
Non-Swiss name x party position = center −0.18 (0.08)∗ 0.07 (0.22)
Non-Swiss name x party position = center-left −0.04 (0.11) −0.16 (0.29)
Non-Swiss name x party position = left −0.13 (0.07)·

−0.04 (0.21)
Non-Swiss name x party position = other −0.13 (0.08) 0.18 (0.24)

AIC −5585.90 2548.10
Log Likelihood 2816.95 −1250.05
N 1757 1761

Note: Dependent variable negative preference votes: Coefficients and standard errors from a random-effects

model with a Beta distribution and logit-link, N = 1,757 candidates, five observations were dropped because

the value ‘0’ is not defined for the Beta distribution. Positive preference votes: Coefficients and standard er-

rors from a random intercept model with an inverse Gaussian distribution and log-link, N = 1,761 candidates.
∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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Figure B.6: Interaction effect of candidate name (Swiss, non-Swiss) and ideological position of

the party on negative preference votes

Note: Marginal effects surrounded by 95% and 90% confidence intervals. Estimations are derived from a

random intercept model with a Beta distribution and logit-link. Control variables are included.
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Figure B.7: Interaction effect of candidate name (Swiss, non-Swiss) and ideological position of

the party on positive preference votes

Note: Marginal effects surrounded by 95% and 90% confidence intervals. Estimations are derived from a

random intercept model with an inverse Gaussian distribution and log-link. Control variables are included.

C Description of the Survey Experiment 1

C.1 Vignettes

The vignettes are translated from German. The terms for the municipal parliament and cantonal

councilor vary depending on the Swiss canton. In the experiment, the corresponding terms were

shown according to the answer the respondents indicated to the question about the canton in which

he/she is eligible to vote. Descriptions in German are available upon request.
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No information about political experience and no information about competence

Daniel Huber is a 48-year-old librarian.

He is interested in education and infras-

tructure. Daniel is married and has two

children.

Andreas Schmid is 52 years old and works as an ac-

countant. He is particularly interested in family is-

sues and transport policy. Andreas is married and he

and his wife have three children.

Information about political experience and no information about competence

Daniel Huber is a 48-year-old librarian. He is in-

terested in education and infrastructure. He has

previously gained political experience in various

party offices and as a member of the municipal

parliament and he is currently a cantonal coun-

cilor. Daniel is married and has two children.

Andreas Schmid is 52 years old and works

as an accountant. He is particularly inter-

ested in family issues and transport pol-

icy. He has not previously held political

office. Andreas is married and he and his

wife have three children.

No information about political experience and information about competence

Daniel Huber is a 48-year-old librarian. He

is interested in education and infrastructure.

He is widely regarded as diligent, is well in-

formed about a wide range of policy areas and

is regularly consulted as an expert due to his

leadership qualities. Daniel is married and has

two children.

Andreas Schmid is 52 years old and works as

an accountant. He is particularly interested

in family issues and transport policy. He has

been described as genuinely interested and en-

gaged, but some people have also criticized his

rather limited knowledge in certain policy ar-

eas. Andreas is married and he and his wife

have three children.
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Information about political experience and information about competence

Daniel Huber is a 48-year-old librarian. He is in-

terested in education and infrastructure. He has

previously gained political experience in various

party offices and as a member of the municipal

parliament and he is currently a cantonal coun-

cilor. He is widely regarded as diligent, is well

informed about a wide range of policy areas and

is regularly consulted as an expert due to his lead-

ership qualities. Daniel is married and has two

children.

Andreas Schmid is 52 years old and works

as an accountant. He is particularly inter-

ested in family issues and transport policy.

He has not previously held political office.

He has been described as genuinely inter-

ested and engaged, but some people have

also criticized his rather limited knowledge

in certain policy areas. Andreas is married

and he and his wife have three children.

C.2 Dependent variable

After reading the vignettes, respondents answered the following question: “If you had to make

a decision, which of the two people should the [party] put forward as a candidate for the next

National Council elections in your opinion?” For [party], the name of the party that the respondent

indicated he/she was most likely to vote for in the next Swiss National Council elections was

indicated. If the respondent indicated not knowing the party he/she would likely vote for, he/she

just read “party.”

Overall, 521 respondents preferred Daniel Huber, 247 Andreas Schmid, and 217 indicated “I don’t

know.” The dependent variable was built by coding respondents who preferred Daniel Huber over

Andreas Schmid as (1) and (0) otherwise (that is if Andreas Schmid was preferred or respondents

indicated “I don’t know”). Models that include other specifications of the dependent variable are

presented in this online appendix in Section D. A first alternative specification codes the variable

as (1) if Daniel Huber is preferred and (0) if Andreas Schmid is preferred, while “I don’t know”

is coded as missing. Finally, another second alternative measurement of the dependent variable

codes Daniel Hubers as (1), “I don’t know” as (0), and Andreas Schmid as (-1).
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C.3 Manipulation checks

Table C.1: Manipulation check

DV: Competent DV: Competent

Intercept 0.37∗∗∗ 0.48∗∗∗

(0.11) (0.11)
Competence information 0.95∗∗∗

(0.15)
Political experience information 0.77∗∗∗

(0.15)

R2 0.04 0.03

Adj. R2 0.04 0.02

Num. obs. 961 961

∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from linear regression models. Dependent variable

is respondent relative competence rating of Daniel (the 0–10 rating of Daniel minus that of Andreas).
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D Results of the Survey Experiment 1

D.1 Randomization checks

Figure D.1: Balance of pre-treatment covariates

Note: Education according to the Swiss school system is coded as follows. Low: no school educa-

tion, Primary School, Secondary School (Sekundarschule), Anlehre; medium: vocational training (Beruf-

slehre oder Berufsschule), Diplommittelschule/allgemeinbildende Schule, Handelsschule/Handelsdiplom,

Berufsmatura, Maturitätsschule, Gymnasium, Seminar, Höhere Berufsbildung mit eidg. Fachausweis/eidg.

Diplom/Meisterdiplom; high: University degree (Höhere Fachschule für Technik, Wirtschaft, Sozialarbeit

o.ä., Fachhochschule oder Pädagogische Hochschule, Universität oder ETH).
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Table D.1: Randomization checks Survey Experiment 1

Experimental condition No political experience Political experience No political experience Political experience

No competence No competence Competence Competence

Variable N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Test

Gender 247 227 250 262 X2= 3.456

... female 132 53.4% 114 50.2% 114 45.6% 136 51.9%

... male 115 46.6% 113 49.8% 136 54.4% 126 48.1%

Age 247 227 250 262 X2= 2.615

... 18-34 years 71 28.7% 56 24.7% 60 24% 68 26%

... 35-54 years 88 35.6% 79 34.8% 92 36.8% 92 35.1%

... 55-74 years 68 27.5% 70 30.8% 78 31.2% 80 30.5%

... older than 74 years 20 8.1% 22 9.7% 20 8% 22 8.4%

Education 246 227 250 262 X2= 2.854

... high 61 24.8% 53 23.3% 50 20% 58 22.1%

... low 10 4.1% 13 5.7% 14 5.6% 11 4.2%

... medium 175 71.1% 161 70.9% 186 74.4% 193 73.7%

Note: Number of observations, share of observations and chi-square tests (null hypothesis: no association

between respondent attribute and treatment group) are provided for each of the three respondent attributes

(gender, age and education). ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01 (none of the tests reach the level of

statistical significance).

D.2 Supplementary regression output tables

Table D.2: Likelihood of preferring Daniel over Andreas following political experience and com-

petence treatments (linear model)

Model 1

Intercept 0.37∗∗∗

(0.03)
Political experience information 0.15∗∗∗

(0.05)
Competence treatment 0.27∗∗∗

(0.04)
Political experience x Competence treatment −0.20∗∗

(0.06)

R2 0.04
Adj. R2 0.04
N 985

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a linear regression model. Dependent variable

is respondents’ likelihood of preferring Daniel (1) over Andreas (0). ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05,
·p < 0.1.
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D.3 Alternative model specifications

Table D.3: Likelihood of preferring Daniel over Andreas following political experience and com-

petence treatments (logit model)

Likelihood of preferring Daniel Huber

Intercept −0.54∗∗∗

(0.13)
Political experience information 0.62∗∗∗

(0.19)
Competence information 1.09∗∗∗

(0.19)
Political experience x competence information −0.82∗∗

(0.26)

AIC 1329.46

BIC 1349.03

Log Likelihood -660.73

N 985

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a regression model with a Binomial distribution

and logit link. Dependent variable is respondents’ likelihood of preferring Daniel (1) over Andreas (0).
∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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Table D.4: Likelihood of preferring Daniel over Andreas following political experience and com-

petence treatments, alternative specifications dependent variable

DV 1 DV 2

Intercept 0.03 0.01
(0.15) (0.05)

Political experience information 0.69∗∗ 0.26∗∗∗

(0.22) (0.08)
Competence information 1.37∗∗∗ 0.47∗∗∗

(0.23) (0.07)
Political experience x competence information −1.20∗∗∗

−0.39∗∗∗

(0.32) (0.10)

AIC 934.49

BIC 953.06

N 768 985

R2 0.04

Adj. R2 0.04

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a regression model with a Binomial distribu-

tion and logit link (DV 1) and a linear regression model (DV 2). DV 1 includes as a dependent variable

respondents’ likelihood of preferring Daniel (1) over Andreas (0) with ”I don’t know” excluded from the

analysis. DV 2 includes as a dependent variable respondents’ likelihood of preferring Daniel (1), Andreas

(-1), or being indifferent (0). ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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Table D.5: Likelihood of preferring Daniel over Andreas following political experience and com-

petence treatments, with respondent attributes as control variables

Likelihood of preferring Daniel Huber

Intercept 0.42∗∗∗

(0.05)
Political experience information 0.15∗∗∗

(0.05)
Competence treatment 0.27∗∗∗

(0.04)
Education: low −0.10

(0.08)
Education: medium −0.02

(0.04)
Gender: male −0.00

(0.03)
Age: 35-54 years −0.08·

(0.04)
Age: 55-74 years −0.02

(0.04)
Age: older than 74 years 0.03

(0.06)
Political experience x Competence treatment −0.20∗∗

(0.06)

R2 0.05
Adj. R2 0.04
N 984

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a linear regression model. Dependent variable

is respondents’ likelihood of preferring Daniel (1) over Andreas (0). ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05,
·p < 0.1.
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E Description of the Survey Experiment 2

E.1 Vignettes

[Candidate name] is a [Age]-year-old [Pro-

fession]. He is particularly interested in top-

ics related to [Policy interest]. [Competence

information] He is married and he has [Chil-

dren] children.

[Candidate name] is [Age] years old and he

works as [Profession]. He is particularly in-

terested in issues of [Policy interest]. [Com-

petence information] He is married and he

and his wife have [Children] children.

E.2 Conjoint attributes

Table E.1: Attributes of the conjoint experiment

Attribute Values

Candidate name* Stefan Moser, Marko Kovač

Profession family doctor, commercial clerk, primary school teacher, lawyer,

social worker, salesperson

Age 35, 48, 61

Policy interest youth policy, security policy, environmental policy, economic pol-

icy

Children 2, 3

Competence information** “He is a member of the cantonal executive.”, “He is the president

of the party in the municipality where he lives.”, “He is a member

of the cantonal parliament.”, “He is widely regarded as intelligent

and thoughtful.”, “He is widely described as well informed in a

broad range of policy areas.”, “He is known for his strong leader-

ship qualities.”

Note: *In the paired vignette design always both candidate names are presented to each respondent, ran-

domly varying in which of the two vignette descriptions they appear; **Half of the respondents were pre-

sented for both of the two candidates randomly one of the competence descriptions, while the other half of

the respondents did not receive any competence descriptions for both candidates.

E.3 Dependent variable

After reading the two vignettes, respondents answered the following question: “If you had to

choose, which of the two candidates would you prefer?” Respondents are forced to choose between
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one of the candidates (there is no option to choose “I don’t know” or equivalent). If a respondent

has chosen the candidate, the dependent variable is coded as “1”, and as “0” otherwise.

F Results of the Survey Experiment 2

F.1 Randomization checks

Table F.1: Randomization checks Survey Experiment 2

Experimental condition No competence cues Competence cues

Variable N Percent N Percent Test

Gender 1016 984 X2= 0.621

... female 518 51% 520 52.8%

... male 498 49% 464 47.2%

Age 1016 984 X2= 1.545

... 18-34 years 310 30.5% 290 29.5%

... 35-54 years 340 33.5% 348 35.4%

... 55-74 years 350 34.4% 326 33.1%

... older than 74 years 16 1.6% 20 2%

Education 1016 984 X2= 1.421

... high 294 28.9% 294 29.9%

... low 82 8.1% 66 6.7%

... medium 640 63% 624 63.4%

Note: Number of observations, share of observations and chi-square tests (null hypothesis: no association

between respondent attribute and allocation of competence cues) are provided for each of the three respon-

dent attributes (gender, age and education). ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01 (none of the tests reach the

level of statistical significance).
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F.2 Supplementary regression output tables

Table F.2: Effect of candidate characteristics on probability of preferring candidate (linear model)

Probability of candidate being preferred

Intercept 0.66 (0.05)∗∗∗

Competence information: provided −0.03 (0.07)
Name: non-Swiss −0.12 (0.04)∗∗

Profession: commercial employee −0.09 (0.05)·

Profession: primary school teacher −0.05 (0.05)
Profession: lawyer −0.03 (0.05)
Profession: social worker −0.08 (0.06)
Profession: salesman −0.08 (0.05)
Age: 48 years −0.03 (0.04)
Age: 61 years −0.10 (0.04)∗∗

Policy: security policy 0.01 (0.01)·

Policy: environmental policy 0.00 (0.01)
Policy: economic policy 0.00 (0.01)
Children: 3 −0.00 (0.03)
Competence information (provided) x Non-Swiss name 0.07 (0.06)
Competence information (provided) x Commercial employee −0.05 (0.08)
Competence information (provided) x Primary school teacher −0.07 (0.08)
Competence information (provided) x Lawyer −0.14 (0.08)·

Competence information (provided) x Social worker −0.05 (0.08)
Competence information (provided) x Salesman −0.10 (0.08)
Competence information (provided) x 48 years old 0.05 (0.05)
Competence information (provided) x 61 years old 0.08 (0.05)
Competence information (provided) x Security policy −0.01 (0.01)
Competence information (provided) x Environmental policy 0.00 (0.01)
Competence information (provided) x Economic policy 0.01 (0.01)
Competence information (provided) x 3 children 0.04 (0.04)

R2 0.02
Adj. R2 0.01
N 2000

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a linear regression model. Dependent variable is

respondents’ likelihood of preferring the candidate. The following reference categories are used: Profession:

family doctor; age: 35 years old; policy interest: youth policy; number of children: 2; Competence cue: no

competence information provided. ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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F.3 Alternative model specifications

Table F.3: Effect of candidate characteristics on probability of preferring candidate (logit model)

Probability of candidate being preferred

Intercept 0.64 (0.22)∗∗

Competence information: provided −0.10 (0.33)
Name: non-Swiss −0.49 (0.13)∗∗∗

Profession: commercial employee −0.37 (0.22)·

Profession: primary school teacher −0.19 (0.21)
Profession: lawyer −0.14 (0.22)
Profession: social worker −0.32 (0.22)
Profession: salesman −0.34 (0.22)
Age: 48 years −0.14 (0.16)
Age: 61 years −0.43 (0.16)∗∗

Policy: security policy 0.04 (0.18)
Policy: environmental policy 0.01 (0.18)
Policy: economic policy 0.01 (0.18)
Children: 3 −0.01 (0.13)
Competence information (provided) x Non-Swiss name 0.30 (0.18)
Competence information (provided) x Commercial employee −0.20 (0.32)
Competence information (provided) x Primary school teacher −0.28 (0.32)
Competence information (provided) x Lawyer −0.57 (0.32)·

Competence information (provided) x Social worker −0.20 (0.32)
Competence information (provided) x Salesman −0.40 (0.32)
Competence information (provided) x 48 years old 0.19 (0.22)
Competence information (provided) x 61 years old 0.33 (0.22)
Competence information (provided) x Security policy −0.04 (0.26)
Competence information (provided) x Environmental policy 0.01 (0.26)
Competence information (provided) x Economic policy 0.02 (0.26)
Competence information (provided) x 3 children 0.16 (0.18)

AIC 2780.22
BIC 2925.85
Log Likelihood −1364.11
N 2000

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a regression model with a binomial distribution

and logit-link. Dependent variable is respondents’ likelihood of preferring the candidate. The following

reference categories are used: Profession: family doctor; age: 35 years old; policy interest: youth policy;

number of children: 2; Competence cue: no competence information provided. ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01,
∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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Table F.4: Effect of different types of competence cues on probability of preferring candidate

Probability of candidate being preferred

Intercept 0.62 (0.07)∗∗∗

Name: Non-Swiss −0.05 (0.04)
Profession: commercial employee −0.14 (0.06)∗

Profession: primary school teacher −0.12 (0.06)∗

Profession: lawyer −0.18 (0.06)∗∗

Profession: social worker −0.13 (0.06)∗

Profession: salesman −0.19 (0.06)∗∗

Age: 48 years 0.01 (0.04)
Age: 61 years −0.03 (0.04)
Policy: security policy 0.00 (0.01)
Policy: environmental policy 0.00 (0.01)
Policy: economic policy 0.01 (0.01)
Children: 3 0.04 (0.03)
Competence cue: informed 0.04 (0.06)
Competence cue: intelligent 0.03 (0.05)
Competence cue: leadership qualities 0.06 (0.06)
Competence cue: president of party in municipality of residence 0.04 (0.06)
Competence cue: member of cantonal parliament −0.04 (0.05)

R2 0.02
Adj. R2 0.01
N 984

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a linear regression model. Dependent variable

is respondents’ likelihood of preferring the candidate. Only respondents who received competence cues are

included in the estimation (N=984). The following reference categories are used: Profession: family doctor;

age: 35 years old; policy interest: youth policy; number of children: 2; Competence cue: member of the

cantonal executive. ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05,·p < 0.1.

F.4 How competence cues influence the effect of various candidate attributes

on electoral support

First, I discuss the influence of candidate attributes without considering whether information on

candidate competence is provided or not. Having a non-Swiss name has a negative effect on the

probability that the candidate is preferred, as already discussed in the main text. This supports the

findings from the analysis of electoral data, which suggest that candidates with a non-Swiss name
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are disadvantaged in terms of preference votes. Furthermore, the findings regarding the effect

of candidates’ profession are also largely in line with the analysis of electoral data. Compared to

family doctors (highly skilled), candidates holding all other kinds of professions are less likely to be

preferred. This applies to lawyers (also highly skilled), primary school teachers and social workers

(medium skilled) as well as commercial clerks and salespersons (low skilled).12 With regard to

age of candidates, I find (as in the analyses of positive preference votes) that older candidates in

particular (but not those in the middle age group) receive less support than younger candidates.

There is no evidence that policy focus or how many children a candidate has influence voters’

preference for candidates (see Figure F.1).

12. The classification of professions is based on the ISCO classification scheme
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Figure F.1: Effect of candidate attributes on probability of preferring candidate

Note: Average marginal component effects for each candidate attribute on probability of being preferred.

Estimations are derived from a linear regression model with respondent-clustered standard errors. Coeffi-

cients surrounded by 95% and 90% confidence intervals are displayed.

In a next step, I analyze the extent to which the effect of these candidate attributes on the proba-

bility that respondents prefer the candidate depends on the availability of information about can-

didates’ competence. Overall, I find little evidence that competence cues change the effect of

candidate characteristics (see panel “Difference” in Figure F.2). The only significant difference I

find indicates that lawyers are even slightly more disadvantaged compared to family doctors when

competence cues are provided (the effect is significant at the 0.1 level). This tendency also exists

for the other candidate professions.
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Figure F.2: Effect of candidate attributes on probability of preferring candidate

Note: Average marginal component effects for each candidate attribute surrounded by 95% and 90% confi-

dence intervals are displayed. Estimates are derived from linear regression models with respondent-clustered

standard errors. The models include interactions between a dummy variable capturing if competence cues

are provided and the various candidate attributes. Panel “No competence information” displays effects

for respondents who did not receive any competence cues, panel “Competence cues” shows effects for re-

spondents who received competence cues, and panel “Difference” is calculated as effect of “Competence

information” minus effect of “No competence information”.

F.5 Effect of candidate names by ideological position of respondent

Finally, similar to the analysis of the electoral data, I explore how the effect of having a non-

Swiss name depends on the ideology of a respondent. In the experiment I had the possibility to

directly collect information about respondents’ ideology. Therefore, as indicated in the preregis-

tered pre-analysis plan, I do not code the ideology of the preferred party but use the answer to the

question where a respondent places him- or herself on the ideological left-right scale. The variable
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is measured on a 11-point scale and split into three categories (left, center, right).

It becomes even clearer here than in the analysis of electoral data that immigrant-origin candidates

(i.e., those with a non-Swiss name) are at a more pronounced disadvantage on right-wing party lists

compared to center and left-wing lists (see Table F.5). On right-wing party lists, respondents are

about 26% less likely to prefer the candidate with a non-Swiss name compared to the one with a

typically Swiss name. This effect is considerably smaller and does not reach the level of statistical

significance on party lists of the center and the left (see Figure F.3).

Table F.5: Effect of candidate name (non-Swiss vs. Swiss) on probability of preferring candidate,

by ideological position of respondents

Probability of candidate being preferred

Intercept 0.77 (0.05)∗∗∗

Profession: commercial employee −0.12 (0.04)∗∗

Profession: primary school teacher −0.11 (0.04)∗

Profession: lawyer −0.11 (0.04)∗∗

Profession: social worker −0.12 (0.04)∗∗

Profession: salesman −0.17 (0.04)∗∗∗

Age: 48 years −0.03 (0.03)
Age: 61 years −0.09 (0.03)∗∗

Policy: security policy 0.01 (0.01)
Policy: environmental policy 0.00 (0.00)
Policy: economic policy 0.00 (0.00)
Children: 3 0.01 (0.02)
Name: non-Swiss −0.26 (0.06)∗∗∗

Ideology: center −0.08 (0.04)∗

Ideology: left −0.19 (0.05)∗∗∗

Non-Swiss name x center 0.17 (0.08)∗

Non-Swiss name x left 0.39 (0.10)∗∗∗

R2 0.04
Adj. R2 0.03
N 1632

Note: Coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses) from a linear regression model. Dependent variable

is respondents’ likelihood of preferring the candidate. The variable “Ideology” has 368 missing values

because 184 respondents did either not answered the question regarding their ideology or indicated “I don’t

know.” ∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05, ·p < 0.1.
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Figure F.3: Effect of candidate name (non-Swiss vs. Swiss) on probability of preferring candidate,

by ideological position of respondents

Note: Marginal effects surrounded by 95% and 90% confidence intervals. Estimations are derived

from a linear regression model with respondent-clustered standard errors.
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